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As as been frequently and aptly said, law books are the work- 
ing tools of the legal profession. One of the most, if not the 
most, important of these tools to the active practitioner is his 
State Code. How important then that this tool be of the latest 
and most efficient and improved design! 

The present Code of Virginia with its permanent type of 
binding is not only old-fashioned but inefficient and unimproved 
in design. The judge or practitioner desiring to keep abreast 
of the codified law of the State must either (1) annotate his 
Code with references to the various Acts of Assembly includ- 
ing and subsequent to the year 1918; or (2) paste the various 
changes, amendments and additions in his Code as they are 
published each succeeding year in the Acts of Assembly; or 
(3) refer to his Code and then to the Acts of Assembly vol- 
ume by volume according to the particular subject in which he 
is interested at the particular time. 

Each of these methods has its disadvantages. AH of them 
are unnecessarily laborious, inefficient and to a greater or less 
degree unreliable, since it is possible to improve upon them in 
a very simple and substantial way, and without much, if any, 
additional cost to the State or the profession. 

For sometime I have been considering the feasibility of the 
loose-leaf type of binding for the Code of this State, and have 
reached the conclusion that, while this may be a distinct inno- 
vation, it is nevertheless not only very practicable but highly 
desirable to our bench and bar. 

With the loose-leaf system amendments and changes in the 
Code would be sent out by the Public Printer in the form of 
pasters and new pages according as the extent of the change 
or amendment warranted. These pasters and new pages would 
be inserted or substituted at the proper places, and the old pages 
could be preserved, if desired, in a secondary binder provided 
for that purpose. With a loose-leaf system of this kind every 
member of the bar with very little effort on his part could keep 
his Code eternally down to date, saving himself much laborious 
effort, many valuable hours, and much life-destroying worry. 
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Business concerns of one kind and another throughout the 
country, confronted with the necessity of making many changes 
in their price-lists and catalogs and the consequent inconveni- 
ence and inefficiency of patched-up and supplemented price- 
lists and catalogs and the profit-devouring expense of frequent 
publication of new and down-to-date lists and catalogs, solved 
the problem by discarding the old permanent type of binding 
and adopting the later and more improved loose-leaf type. The 
change has been found amply justified by those who have made 
it. Why should not a like change in the binding of our Code 
be found equally as well justified? The evils to be corrected 
in the two cases are substantially, if not wholly, the same, and 
consequently the results obtainable should almost, if not en- 
tirely, correspond. 

Wm. W. Ackerly. 
Lexington, Va. 



